The article discusses a number of Greek texts that are similar to two units in Canticles (5:10-16; 8:6-7) and suggests that the author of Canticles “was well-versed in Greek literature,” which influenced this biblical book. Although this claim is not entirely convincing, it raises some interesting points, and in my opinion, the article can be published if the following points are corrected:
1. p. 2 on Song 8:6–7: the first half of vs. 6a is not part of the following sentences. It means, therefore that vss. 6ab–7 (“for love is strong… would be utterly scorned”) are not the woman’s words to her lover, but rather general sapiential sayings about love (see e.g., Zakovitch, ad loc.). The author of the paper does not refer to any bibliography whatsoever in this part of his article.
2. p. 2: “omnia vincit Amor” – add reference (Virgil, Ecl. 10.69).
3. p. 2 and passim: the author refers to מים רבים as “waters of Chaos” already at the beginning of the paper, although he explains it only on p. 6. In any case, this interpretation of מים רבים in this context is neither compelling nor necessary to the paper’s arguments. The reference to this theory can be in the footnotes.
4. Note 4: delete the transliteration “agape.”

5. p. 3: the comparison to Eros/Cupid is not entirely new. Refer to Pope’s commentary, ad loc.

6. p. 3 “This portrait of Love is not a Jewish one:” it would be better to say that the depiction here is different than that found in earlier biblical/ Hebrew sources. The same is true for similar wording on p. 6 (“Nowhere else in ancient Jewish tradition…”), and p. 10 (“Jewish components”).

7. pp. 3–4: Information on the Greek Anthology should be added, including reference to the specific poet, his dates, and up to date bibliographical references


. In some cases (such as in the reference to 2nd century CE Lucian mentioned on p. 5), the paper’s author brings examples from sources that are hundreds of years later than the common dating of Canticles. The author should show that he is aware of this. See also comments ## 10, 12 below.
8. p. 4: the author does not explain why he thinks that the love mentioned in these verses is “erotic love” and different from other cases of love between a man and a woman in biblical literature. Explanation and evidence should be added about this point.
9. On p. 9 the author rejects the theory that the depiction of the man in 5:10-16 is based on ancient Near Eastern descriptions of the preparations of deities’ statues. However, he later suggests comparing the section to a Greek text dealing with a drawing of a youth compared to Greek gods such as Ares, Hermes, and Apollo. The difference between the two theories is not so great (the emphasis on painting instead of sculpture does not solve the difficulty with the author’s argument). The rejection of the former claim weakens the paper’s argument in its current wording. It would be better to rephrase this section so that rather than contrasting the author’s proposal to the proposal relating to the ANE material, it offers the author’s proposal as another suggestion.

10. pp. 9–10: Information on Anacreontea should be added, including a reference to the specific poet (if known), his dates and up to date bibliographical references. Here too, the analogous Greek texts are later than Canticles.
11. p. 11: “A golden head with black hair sounds like a contradiction.” Reference should be made to other scholars who interpret ראשו as “face,” rather than “hair” (e.g., Zakovitch, 107).

12. p. 12: The date for Callistratus should be added, including up to date bibliographical references. Here too, the analogous Greek text is hundreds of years later than Canticles and contemporary Hellenistic works.
13. pp. 13-15: In his discussion of vss. 14-15, the author does not refer to any analogous Greek text at all, as he admits at the end of p. 15. It would be better to mention this at the beginning of the section. The suggestion in comment #9 may be useful to the author in improving this section.

14. p. 15: Bibliographical references are needed for the author’s arguments concerning alabaster.
15. p. 16 “Alexandria”: should be deleted. There is no real evidence of the Alexandrian origin of Canticles.

16.  Two general comments regarding the article’s structure:
a. Would it not be better to arrange the article’s sections according to the order of the scriptures (that is, to put the section on 5:10-16 before the section on 8:6-7)? The argument in the first section in the current order is not stronger than that in the second.
b. The general argument would be stronger if the author adopted at the beginning of the article the conclusions which he reaches at the end of the second part (“blending together of two worlds” [i.e. ancient Near Eastern and Greek ideas]).
In general, since there are no direct quotes, clear paraphrases, or exact references to Greek texts earlier than or contemporary with Canticles found in the book. In my opinion, it would be better to qualify the paper’s claim that “that the Song’s author was well-versed in Greek literature and culture” (p. 2) and to argue for a general awareness of Greek ideas that may indicate closeness in time to the world of Hellenistic ideas.
�לא ברור לי כוונתך כאן (וכן באותו ביטוי בכמה מקומות אחרים). מה המחבר אמור להוסיף?


�התכוונתי שהוא צריך להוסיף שם הפניות לביבליוגרפיה עדכנית. האם זה יותר מובן כעת?


�ראה תיקון


�זה נשמע לי עדיין קצת מסורבל. יכול להיות שהייתי צריך לכתוב את זה אחרת. מה שהתכוונתי זה  "שהמחבר אינו צריך להפריך את הטענה המתייחסת לתיאורים מן המזרח הקדום, אלא להציג את הטענה שלו כעולה בקנה אחד עם הקודמת"





